/12/13, 17:08 What Hard Problem? | Issue 99 | Philosophy Now Pagina 1 di 2http://philosophynow.org/issues/99/What_Hard_Problem Search massimo.pigliucci@gmail.com Home My Account Subscribe Shop Log Out Most Read Most Discussed Most Emailed Enlarge cover Back Issues Categories Podcasts Videos Search Forum Events Links Books Free Articles FOLLOW US ON 1. A student's guide to Jean-Paul Sartre's Existentialism and Humanism 2. Does God Exist? 3. The Death of Postmodernism And Beyond 4. Morality is a Culturally Conditioned Response 5. Free Will and Determinism Print Email Discuss Share Science What Hard Problem? Our philosophical science correspondent Massimo Pigliucci asks. The philosophical study of consciousness is chock full of thought experiments: John Searle's Chinese Room, David Chalmers' Philosophical Zombies, Frank Jackson's Mary's Room, and Thomas Nagel's 'What is it like to be a bat?' among others. Many of these experiments and the endless discussions that follow them are predicated on what Chalmers famously referred as the 'hard' problem of consciousness: for him, it is 'easy' to figure out how the brain is capable of perception, information integration, attention, reporting on mental states, etc, even though this is far from being accomplished at the moment. What is 'hard', claims the man of the p-zombies, is to account for phenomenal experience, or what philosophers usually call 'qualia': the 'what is it like', first-person quality of consciousness. I think that the idea of a hard problem of consciousness arises from a category mistake. I think that in fact there is no real distinction between hard and easy problems of consciousness, and the illusion that there is one is caused by the pseudo-profundity that often accompanies category mistakes. A category mistake occurs when you try to apply a conceptual category to a given problem or object, when in fact that conceptual category simply does not belong to the problem or object at hand. For instance, if I were to ask you about the color of triangles, you could be caught off guard and imagine that I have some brilliant, perhaps mystical, insight into the nature of triangles that somehow makes the category 'color' relevant to their description as geometrical figures. But of course this would be a mistake (on my part as well as on yours): triangles are characterized by angles, dimensions, and the ratios among their sides, but definitely not by colors. The same, I am convinced, goes for Chalmers' hard problem (or Nagel's question, and so on). The hard problem is often formulated as the problem of accounting for how and why we have phenomenal experience. Chalmers and Nagel think that even when all the scientific facts are in (which will take a lot more time, by the way) we will still be missing something fundamental. This led Chalmers to endorse a form of dualism, and Nagel to reject the current scientific understanding (which amounts to pretty much the same thing, really). Let's unpack this. Why phenomenal consciousness exists is a typical question for evolutionary biology. Consciousness is a biological phenomenon, like blood circulation, so its appearance in a certain lineage of hominids seems to be squarely a matter for evolutionary biologists to consider (they also have a very nice story to tell about the evolution of the heart). Not that I expect an answer any time soon, and possibly ever. Historical questions about behavioral traits are notoriously difficult to tackle, particularly when there are so few (any?) other species to adequately compare ourselves with, and when there isn't much that the fossil record can tell us about it, either. Second, how phenomenal consciousness is possible is a question for cognitive science, neurobiology and the like. If you were asking how the heart works, you'd be turning to anatomy and molecular biology, and I see no reason things should be different in the case of consciousness. But once you have answered the how and the why of consciousness, what else is there to say? "Ah!" exclaim Chalmers, Nagel and others, "You still have not told us what it is like to be a bat (or a human being, or a zombie), so there!" But what it is like is an experience – which means that it makes no sense to ask how and why it is possible in any other senses but the ones just discussed. Of course an explanation isn't the same as an experience, but that's because the two are completely independent categories, like colors and triangles. It is obvious that I cannot experience what it is like to be you, but I can potentially have a complete explanation of how and why it is possible to be you. To ask for that explanation to also somehow encompass the experience itself is both incoherent, and an illegitimate use of the word 'explanation'. At this point the gentle reader may smell echos of Daniel Dennett's or Patricia Churchland's 'deflationary' or 'eliminativist' responses to Chalmers & co. That, however, would be a mistake. Unlike Dennett, I don't think for a moment that consciousness is an 'illusion'; and unlike Churchland I reject the idea that we can (or that it would be useful to) do away with concepts such as consciousness, pain, and the like, replacing them with descriptions of neurobiological processes. On this I'm squarely with Searle when he said that "where consciousness is concerned, the existence of the appearance is the reality" (chew on that for a bit, if you 17/12/13, 17:08 What Hard Problem? | Issue 99 | Philosophy Now Pagina 2 di 2http://philosophynow.org/issues/99/What_Hard_Problem ABOUT CONTACT FOR AUTHORS TERMS & CONDITIONS © Philosophy Now 2013. All rights reserved. Advertisement don't mind). Consciousness as we have been discussing it is a biological process, explained by neurobiological and other cognitive mechanisms, and whose raison d'etre can in principle be accounted for on evolutionary grounds. To be sure, it is still largely mysterious, but (contra Dennett and Churchland) it is no mere illusion (it's too metabolically expensive, and it clearly does a lot of important cognitive work), and (contra Chalmers, Nagel, etc.) it does not represent a problem of principle for scientific naturalism. © Prof. Massimo Pigliucci 2013 Massimo Pigliucci is Professor of Philosophy at the City University of New York. He is the co-editor, with Maarten Boudry, of Philosophy of Pseudoscience: Reconsidering the Demarcation Problem (University of Chicago Press). His philosophical musings can be found at www.rationallyspeaking.org.